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Abstract 
The following research measures the level of classroom community from a course of a doctoral program from the north of 
Mexico, using an instrument created by Rovai (2002). This instrument reveals the levels of connectedness and learning scores 
that conforms the classroom community scale score. With a mixed method study, the following research includes a survey and 
two semi-structure interviews from one doctoral student member of the PhD in education and a tutor from one of the courses of 
the PhD program, who had contact and teaching experience with the group of doctoral students. Within the analysis of the 
interaction between the doctoral students, two examples of the discussion forums are also included with the intention to reveal 
the level of classroom community by gender and the specific characteristics in the performances of the doctoral students of the 
course selected. The problematic situations experienced by the doctoral students are explained offering contextual justifications 
of the research problem linking this context with arguments by experts in the field. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the Sakarya University. 
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1. Introduction 
The course selected in this study is part of a doctoral education program offered by a public educational school 
of master’s and doctoral program in the North West part of Mexico. The doctoral program was first released on 
January of 2010. This program is composed of twelve blended courses. In order for a candidate to be accepted, he or 
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she should full fill a profile considering a high level of achievement in an educational field such as: teaching 
experience, administrative background and/or previous studies in the education with a certified degree in education.  
1.1 Description of the community, object of the research 
In terms of the acceptance process, each candidate has to present a complete filed with the following 
requirements: certified degree of a master in education or area related to the education background, legal papers 
such as birth certificate, certificates of a professional degree, three letters of recommendation from education 
professionals, a written anti project to be develop along the doctoral program and the accreditation of the domain of 
two foreign languages such as English and French. As well as the commitment of presenting at least three 
participations in national and/or international congresses or seminars and publishing at least one article in an 
arbitrate journal in the field. 
The blended course selected for this study is Telematic Web in an online Education taken by the first generation 
of seven doctoral students for a period of nine weeks. The main objective of this study is to measure the level of 
community classroom connectedness and learning score using an instrument by Alfred P. Rovai (2002), as well as 
open questions in a survey given to the seven participants, at the end of the course mentioned; one of the seven 
discussion groups develop during the course is presented as an example of the collaborative activities offered in the 
course, revealing the quality of interaction given and level of connection between peers during the course. 
1.2 Nature of the research problem 
Even though doctoral students are selected as a result of a high demanding process, some PhD students have a 
misconception about what a scholarly research demands according to existing scientific standards in the field. In 
other cases, they might also have a culturally driven spontaneous representation about the PhD process. Therefore, 
they should achieve a high level of competence in relation to theories and methodological research, in order to 
succeed in their doctoral formation (Halto, Stubb & Lonka, 2009).These situations might provoke in some doctoral 
students a significant level of stress and exhaustion. In some researches, women doctoral students reported more 
stress than men (Kurtz-Costes et al. 2006; Toews et al. 1993, 1997; Ulku-Steiner, Kurt-Costes and Kinlaw, 2000).  
Maslach and Goldberg cited by Stub, Pyhalto &Lonka (2011) differentiated three elements that together 
constitute burnout; these are emotional exhaustion, cynicism and reduced sense of efficacy. According to Cole, 
Bernerth, Walter & Holt (2010), Hakanen, Bakker & Williams (2006), as well as Maslach (2003), the sense of 
emotional exhaustion, cynicism and a reduce sense of efficacy are emerge from a heavy work load, any social 
conflict between peers as well as a lack of supporting resources from professors and any experienced organizational 
injustice lived within the program and or their relationship with their academic authorities.  
The mentioned sense of emotional exhaustion, cynicism and a reduce sense of efficacy can be found in the 
transcripts of several segments of the discussion groups activities included in this research. It is believed that a 
heavy work load of some doctoral students in their working field as mentioned in private conversations with the 
tutor of the course as the main reason for their low level of attendance in the course, as well as the low level of 
efficiency in their messages in terms of the number of participations and the correct cite of authors in APA.  
The stress and exhaustion that some doctoral students might experience may arise from a mismatch between the 
individual student and the scholarly community (Stub, Pyhalto & Lonka). The term of scholarly community has a 
multi-layered learning community according to Nummenmaa cited by Stub, Pyhalto & Lonka (2011).  
In a wide level of scholarly community we can find the concept of discipline found in the international 
community of researchers that promote the development of new knowledge in the disciplines regarding the 
participation in journals and conference meetings. The second level found in the term of scholarly community would 
be the organizational level were universities, faculties and departments promote the integration of doctoral students 
with various communities of practices with in the scholarly communities itself, such as research groups, seminars 
and peer study groups (Stub, Pyhalto & Lonka, 2011).  
When a doctoral candidate is also an expert professional in their field, as well as students, the supervision 
relationship is likely to be more one of peer interaction. In this case, the supervisor is required to gently bring down 
the student from their professional pedestal, as a process of status ‘deconstruction’, in order that they can progress as 
a researcher. For this to be done effectively and sensitively, the supervisor must recognize the student’s potential 
vulnerability in the learning role (Watts, 2009, p. 3)  
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According to Lee (2008), the supervision role has five dimensions that offer a conceptual critique of his/her 
functions. The first is identifying the functional aspects of the project management giving the adequate support. The 
second is the enculturation were the supervisor should encourage the doctoral student to become a member of the 
academic community. The critical thinking, as a third element, would be to encourage the doctoral student to 
question and analyse all the academic resources presented to him/her. The emancipation, as the fourth element, 
would be to question and develop by themselves as a new researcher and as a fifth element; the doctoral student 
should develop a quality relationship with its supervisor felling inspired and taken care of.  
The critical thinking, the emancipation as well as strong relationship between doctoral students and their 
supervisor can develop within the interaction of threaded discussions in web-based courses. Garrison, Anderson & 
Archer (2001) assure that interaction between peers and facilitators plays a role providing thinking skills such as 
critical thinking, elevating the learning process of the participants.  
The composition of group team in web-based thread discussions could be composed homogenously or 
heterogeneously based on their characteristics such as the learner’s prior knowledge on a specific topic, its learning 
abilities, gender and or level of efficacy (Lee & Lee, 2006). In this sense, the collaborative activities in a web-based 
course such as the discussions groups, might improve the integration process and elevate their level of motivation, 
which would lead to a higher involvement in the course work having a significant level of persistence (Poellhuber, 
Chomienne & Karsenti, 2008).   
The persistence in distance education has been linked to different variables such as the institutional variables 
understood as the specific learner’s support characteristics as well as the design of the course itself. On the other 
hand, there are environmental variables such as the time dedicated to attend the courses demands, life changes in the 
doctoral students as well as the context in their own social environment. The demographic variables are key 
elements to be taken into consideration such as their gender, age, employment status as well as their academic 
background (Bourdages & Delmotte, 2001).  
1.3 Defining the research problem 
1.3.1. Antecedents of the course  
 
The Course “Telematic Web in an online Education” was design with a constructive methodology using the 
collaborative learning and the learning based on projects where the doctoral students had to produce four main 
products in a period of nine weeks.  
In product no. 1, the participant had to prepare and present in a face to face session the theme of study previously 
selected by each doctoral student, in an activity conducted on the platform, specifying the main objective to reach by 
the future participants in a threaded discussion group developing certain contents, activities and arguments with the 
accurate cite of resources given before hand by the tutor in the discussion group held per week.  
Since the number of seven participants in the first generation taking the course allowed the design of seven 
threaded discussion groups with the following themes: Foundation to design multimedia & hypertext resources for 
the Telematic Web, Resources & academic material available in the Web, Collaborative work in the Telematic Web. 
The Web 2.0 & the use of Social Web Net for the personal learning, Resources for the educational innovation & 
didactic strategies in the university formation using the Web: Webquest, Weblogs, Wiki…The use of the Case 
Method & Learning based on Projects in the Telematic Web Courses, The evaluation in the Telematic Web-based 
courses & use of tools to create exams and The electronic portfolio as an evaluating strategy used by students in the 
Telematic Web-based courses.  
For product no. 2, the doctoral students formulated questions to detonate a thread discussion forum per week, 
each student changed roles from a doctoral student to the tutor of the discussion group, applying the functions of a 
tutor in an online course; guiding and directing the interactions of the rest of the participants. In these new roles, 
different situations emerged from the participants sometimes challenging the integrations of the members as well as 
learning by doing and applying the new roles in a collaborative learning activities. The product 2 was evaluated and 
authorized by the titular of the course having the feedback along the process in order to be able to achieve the goals 
and objectives offered in each discussion group per week.  
The product no. 3 consisted of the list of bibliographic resources read and used in each discussion forum were 
each tutor/student had the freedom of selecting the best resources using academic Web sites, Online Digital 
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Libraries, Videos, Audios and variables material such as slide shares, conferences and seminars from prestigious 
international universities and educational centers. With a minimum of seven resources, each doctoral student had to 
present his/her list for evaluation and approval from the tutor of the course.  
The product no. 4 was a combined product considered a final assignment, were each doctoral student had to 
write a summary of the interactions and development of his/her discussion group, published this paper in a Web 
Blog created and activated by the tutor of the course, as well as a written paper with the standard format of a 
proposal article to be publish by an educational journal.  
 
1.3.2. Situations and context of the research problem 
 
Even though the course offered, in the first week, an introductory chapter with material regarding the functions 
and roles of a tutor in an online environment; some doctoral students had a difficult time assuming the different role 
becoming a tutor with his/her own peers. For starters, some participants had trouble formulating their products 1, 2 
and 3. Five out of seven doctoral students had to have an extension in their deadline in order to submit their 
products. Because the developments of these products were essential in the formulating and design of the discussion 
groups, the tutor of the course had to make the concession mentioned.  
Taking into consideration the academic backgrounds of the group, three out of seven doctoral students do not 
have teaching experience in an online or blended modality; they presented the products 1 and 2 with significant 
limitations and poor instructional designs in terms of a collaborative learning activity with clear instructions and an 
adequate question to provoke a debate in their discussion groups. Since in each week, each participant had a chance 
to co-evaluate his/her peer in the role of a tutor, a low grading was commonly found in the group. In this regard, a 
significant division in the group was appreciated, having an unofficial team of two vs. five doctoral students. The 
grading of peers did not match the criteria and evaluation of the tutor who had to interact with the group in private 
communications via emails and videoconferences with the seven participants along the course.  
 
1.3.3. The research problem  
 
In any online and blended course, the level of community should be taken into considerations understanding the 
influence this have in terms of the quality of the interactions as well as their level of learning from a cognitive and 
affective perspective. The level of integration with the seven doctoral students along the discussion groups was 
fragmented by a series of misunderstanding having to redirect their interventions. Once the guideline was posted, the 
group could achieve the objectives and goals previously posted in each discussion groups. Examples of interactions 
in discussion groups in the course, took place between males and females, revealing the level of community with in 
the doctoral group: 
 
Example A 
In one of the discussion groups, where one of the seven doctoral students had the role of the tutor, he/she has an 
active intervention with one of the students discussing his/her arguments and opinions. At one point, the student in 
the role of tutor, discourage the participations and point it out mistakes of the personal point of view of the student.  
According to the rules of Netiquette, a tutor should encourage an active participation of the students without 
degrading opinions using accurate and polite written messages in order to maintain a high level of interaction with in 
the group in the discussion group. On the other hand, the tutor should encourage all students to answer and maintain 
the interaction letting the student respond for themselves, keeping in mind that the interaction in terms of the 
messages posted in Phase 1 (interaction between peers) should be keep within the group of students.  
When an argument related to the question posted is answered in an irregular o poor level of argumentation, the 
tutor has the responsibility to give the accurate feedback and instruct the student to add a new message with a better 
quality, in order to increase the level of learning within the community, by email or a personal posted message 
outside the discussion group, keeping this communication in a one-to-one bases.  
 
Example B 
In a second discussion group, the doctoral student in the role of the tutor point out the need of presenting active 
links in the message posted by a peer. The student, forgetting the role student interacting with a colleague as a tutor, 
underestimated the comment and answered back with sarcasms arguments stating that the link was taken from a 
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prestigious data base with restricted access to members only.  
Taking into consideration the rules given to the doctoral students in pass discussion groups, it was well known to 
the group that all links posted in a discussion group should had open access to others in order to share relevant 
academic information, increasing the collaborative learning and skills in relation to the dynamics of an academic 
discussion group with an outstanding quality.  
In response to this situations, the actions taken by the Professor in the course, taking into consideration the 
different profiles and academic backgrounds of the doctoral students, the strategies applied by the tutor of the course 
were to facilitate the spaces to express their opinions and listen to the claims of each participant; applying a 
constructive learning approach as well as the activities with a collaborative learning methodology, the interactions 
between peers and facilitator could happened with an efficient and efficacy results, as the products and assignments 
were evaluated.  
Two surveys where applied at the end of the course to measure the level of integration and classroom 
community, as well as open questions to inquired the perception of the doctoral students in regards of the situations 
lived during their learning process in the course.  
 
Objective: Is the level of Classroom Community the same or different between genders in the doctoral students 
in the course?  
Therefore, the Null Hypothesis is Ho = The Classroom Community Scale Score is equal between Males and 
Females. 
The Alternative Hypothesis is H1 = The Classroom Community Scale Score is different between Males and 
Females.  
1.4 Type of research 
The methodology applied in this research is a mixed approach. Using a reliable and validated instrument for the 
quantitative section, the research team proceeded to apply a survey with semi-structural open questions, as well as 
an interview to a member of the doctoral student group, gathering data for the qualitative section of the research.  
Taking into consideration the role of the researchers in the studied course, being one the tutor of the doctoral 
course and the other one, one of the members of the student group, they had open access to information within their 
own experiences as well as the interaction with the rest of the participants in terms of the several interactions that 
had taken place via email, by video conferences and the discussion groups.   
1.5 Population and sampling 
Total number of doctoral students is seven, where 42.86% are Male and 57.14% are Female as far as the age of 
the sample ranges are between: 40 to 50 years 57.14% and 50 to 60 years 42.86 %.  
In terms of years of experience teaching in higher education the sample is conformed as follows: Three doctoral 
students have between 0 to 5 years of experience, Two doctoral students have between 16 to 20 years of experience, 
One doctoral student has between 21 to 25 years of experience and One doctoral student has between 26 to 30 years 
of experience.  
The hours dedicated to the course in platform according to the doctoral student’s perception the range is as 
follows: Three doctoral students claim to work between 11 to 15 hours per week, two doctoral students claim to 
work between 16 to 20 hours per week and two doctoral students claim to work between 20 or more hour per week. 
According to the tracking in the platform, record available to the tutor of the course, the numbers of entrances to the 
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                 Table 1. Tracking  of  doctoral students in platform with final grade. 
Doctoral 
Student 








# 4 5,816 646                  321 role: Tutor A+ 
# 6 4,153 461 236 role: Student A+ 
# 2 2,906 323 187 role: Student A- 
# 5 2,717 302 144 role: Student B+ 
# 7 2,505 278 151 role: Student A+ 
# 3 2,434 270 165 role: Student A 
# 1 1,914 213 90 role: Student B+ 
                  Note. Data obtained by the tutor of the course, taken from the platform of the doctoral course. 2013. 
1.6 Instruments and its validation  
Using the instrument Classroom Community Scale by Alfred P. Rovai (2002), version of 20 items, we could 
measure the connectedness subscale score and the learning subscale score, as well as the Classroom Community 
Scale, by adding up the total of 20 items.  
In a general perspective, the items question the optical point of view in terms of caring and connections between 
peers that will allow the doctoral students to feel as part of a classroom community. This spirit of being a part of a 
community can be compared as a family having an easy exposing of interest, questions and understanding without 
the feeling of isolation or uncertainty within peers. Having these all, the doctoral students will have a high level of 
learning in a cognitive and affective level.   
Appling a one way analysis of variance, we could obtain data regarding the instrument applied from the 
perspective of gender. The Cronbach’s coefficient for the full Classroom Community Scale was .93, indicating 
excellent reliability. Additionally, the author of the instrument obtains internal consistency for each of the two 
subscales. Cronbach’s coefficient for the connectedness subscale was .92, also indicating excellent reliability. 
Cronbach’s coefficient for the learning subscale was .87, indicating good reliability.  
A survey was presented to the doctoral students with open questions regarding their perspective of connection 
and integration with other peers as well as the suggestions to improve the level of interaction and collaborative 
learning activities. The interviews were design using a semi-structural format using as a guide the concepts 
questions in the instruments applied, as well as the open questions previously applied to the doctoral students.  On 
the other hand, transcripts of emails and videos of the videoconferences with the tutor and between peers were 
analyzed obtaining data from the perspective point of view of the doctoral students. This information was taken into 
consideration complementing the information gathered during this research.  
1.7 Ethics - protecting privacy of participants 
All the names of the participants, members as doctoral student are kept anonymous. Pseudonymous are used to 
refer to them as doctoral student 1, doctoral student 2, etc... The transcripts of emails, interviews and recordings of 
video conferences are been kept by the researchers team and will remain as confidential material, protecting the 
rights of all the participants of the course studied. Furthermore, the name of the educational institution remains 
unknown protecting the privacy of all its members as well as the academic and administrative staff who were, are 
and will be part in this educational doctoral program.   
2 Results 
2.1 Quantitative Phase 
 
For the quantitative section of this study, a one way analysis of variance, in the SPSS v. 18, was used to 
determine if there was a difference between genders in the classroom community scale score in the course Telematic 
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Web in online Education of a doctoral program. The analysis did not showed a significant difference among genders 
(F (1, 5) =.144, p > 0.05 in terms of the classroom community scale score. Having an F=.144 being less than 6.61, 
we accept the null hypothesis and reject the alternative hypothesis. Therefore, there is no significant difference 
between the level of classroom community scale score between males and females doctoral students in the course 
analyzed.  
Even though the null hypothesis is accepted, in terms of the level of community the perspective of the doctoral 
students, 57 % believe the disagreement in terms of feeling the care between each other, as well as a lack of spirit of 
a community. 42% feels an unfamiliar atmosphere where 56% strongly believe an uneasy exposing gap expressing 
their understanding, where 42% doctoral students do not help them learn as well as a lack of support between peers 
in their learning experience.    
                 Table 2. ANOVA Results in SPSS 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Community scale Between Groups 5.250 1 5.250 .144 .720 
Within Groups 182.750 5 36.550   
Total 188.000 6    
Connectedness Between Groups 10.714 1 10.714 .974 .369 
Within Groups 55.000 5 11.000   
Total 65.714 6    
learning Between Groups .964 1 .964 .021 .890 
Within Groups 226.750 5 45.350   
Total 227.714 6    
                 Note. Data obtained with the results in the SPSS program, taken from the instrument applied to the doctoral students. 2013.  
 
In terms of the mean of the classroom community scale score the 3 males score a total of 42 points, where the 
females score a total of 43.7 points. Therefore, we can say the females would have a perspective of a higher level of 
classroom community, even though the difference would not be quite significant.  
 
In terms of the mean of connectedness the males score a total of 15 points, where females score a total of 17.5 
points. So, according to the perspective view the females had a higher level of sense of connectedness, considering 
the score gathered in the male group.  
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In terms of the mean in the learning scale score, the males score 27 and the females score 26.2; therefore the 
males had a higher perspective level of sense of learning along the course.  
 
2.2 Qualitative Phase 
 
2.2.1 Interview to a Doctoral Student 
 
For the qualitative section of the study, one interview to a Doctoral Student was conducted by the researcher’s 
team with a semi-structured questionnaire, including the open questions offered in the survey applied at the end of 
the course showing the following data:  
1. - What cause(s) might provoke a lack of classroom community? 
Doctoral Student 4:  
“The differences in profiles of the doctoral students where some may not have an educational background 
similar to others in terms of teaching experience or a degree in the educational field would cause difficulties in the 
discussion forums in the complexion of the arguments and concepts submitted.  
The limited responsibility taken towards the doctoral program as well as the lack of collaborative approach 
between peers would be a heavy load of work for the academic staff demanding a constant supervision and 
redirection of actions towards the doctoral student’s participations along the courses.   
The need to apply regulations and sanctions in terms of plagiarisms and low level of proficiency in assignments 
and products submitted in the doctoral courses. In this sense, the flexibility of the tutors should be equal towards all 
the doctoral students to avoid significant differences in terms of grading and evaluations between them.” 
2. - Does the causes mention affect the learning process in the doctoral program? 
Doctoral Student 4:  
“Yes, they do. When the group is not committed with a high level of responsibility and active performances, the 
learning process would be limited. In terms of all the collaborative learning activities, the outcome would be poor or 
not as good as expected. Therefore, the tutor should be aware of these situations and apply the needed corrective 
actions toward these problems.” 
3. - What changes in the doctoral program would you suggest? 
Doctoral Student 4:  
“Apply the regulations and ethical code to all the doctoral students when needed. Also, increase the level of 
standards in terms of excellence in assignments, products, participations in discussion forums, seminars and 
educational congress, as expected in a doctoral program. As well as, offering of a program of training courses to 
support deficiencies found in the doctoral students as the right applications of APA, writing and composition skills 
for academic papers and exposure to more seminars and educational congress with the financial support of 
scholarships from the academic authorities.” 
4. - Order the following entities using the numbers 1 through 6, in order of greater to least level of 
responsibility of a lack of classroom community and/or connectedness between peers in a doctoral blended 
course and explain the reasons of your choices.  
The number 1 represents a higher level of responsibility and the number 6 the least level of responsibility: 
Doctoral Student 4:                
( 1 ) Tutors,  2 ) Doctoral Student, ( 3 ) Academic Director(s), ( 4 ) Administrative Staff , ( 5 ) Doctoral 
Committee, ( 6 ) Boarder of Education     
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Justifications of your choice: 
Doctoral Student 4:  
“The tutors are the main entities responsible of controlling and/or redirecting situations of negative impact within 
the interactions between peers and tutor-doctoral students.  
In this sense, the academic staff should be able to promote a collaborative learning agenda in their courses as 
well as promoting the spaces to develop the different learning and teaching areas in a constructive atmosphere in 
regards of a significant learning process. 
But also, in the same level should be the level of responsibility and auto-motivation from the doctoral students. 
Since the main actor of promoting a real auto-learning process must come from the doctoral students, the 
transforming performance of an academic participant should be in pace rhythm to achieve an effective and efficient 
learning experience in an amateur researcher that a doctoral student should become. 
In a second level, the academic directors and administrative staff should work together in promoting the 
applications of regulations and ethic codes, with the main objective of providing the adequate context to develop 
such goals.  
Furthermore, the doctoral committee should monitor the process of each and every one of the doctoral students 
in order to provide the best feedback and support regarding the transformation of areas of opportunities into 
strengths to all of them.  
The Boarder of Education, the only external entity in terms of the educational process of a doctoral education 
program, besides giving the legal accreditation of the doctoral programs and financial aids, should also provide 
support from experts in the educational field making sure the best application of the PhD programs with all its 
implications are taking care of.” 
5. - Finally, in a general sense, what relevant situation do you remember and keep from the course recently 
taken? 
Doctoral Student 4: 
“The need of supervision and redirection of the doctoral Students from the tutors in a standardize regulation and 
ethical code applied in the doctoral program in order to have a rich and profound debate in the discussion forums.  
When the doctoral students do not have a clear idea of the quality required in the messages submitted in terms of 
the accurate bibliographical references in APA as well as complex and profound arguments, the learning process of 
all the doctoral students is jeopardize.   
In the discussion forum tutored by myself, I realized some members of the group did not have a high level of 
domain of English; since all my bibliographic references, specially the two recorded video conferences from the 
Columbia University demanded a careful attention and analysis of what was spoken then, I believe they must 
improve their level of domain of this language since we are constantly reading and using educational material in this 
foreign language.” 




# 4 Include a document with the tutor’s functions in a discussion group; perhaps explaining the 
ideal message in terms of a format, reply and further replies in order to standardize criteria. In 
this sense, it is relevant to consider demanding a higher number of messages submitted in the 
discussion groups in order to have a real debate, taking care of the quality of them in terms of 
the arguments and cites of the bibliographical references in APA. I believe that in a doctoral 
program these kinds of mistakes are not acceptable, considering we are ending the fourth 
semester of the doctoral program. The quality of the doctoral students should be equal 
towards the advance of their academic formation. 
                            Note: Data obtained in the survey applied to the doctoral group in the closing session.  
 
2.2.2 Interview to a Tutor from the Doctoral Program 
 
The following interview to a tutor who has had the previous experience in another course, part of the doctoral 
program, answered the following semi-structured questionnaire related to the level of connectedness and classroom 
community of the group, by email: 
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       Table 4. Comments from the interview to a Tutor  
Doctoral 
Student 
What is the profile of each doctoral Student according to your experience? , How would you describe the performance of each 
doctoral student in your course? , Could you mention areas of opportunities, of each doctoral student, as relevant tasks to 
succeed in their doctoral development? & Could you mention the strength, of each doctoral student, he/she showed a long the 
course? 
# 1 Modest participation in discussion groups with just the minimum amount of messages requested. Heavy work load and lack of 
time to fully covered the demands of the course. Assignments and participations within the discussion groups were delivered 
and posted past deadline date. No commentaries were submitted when a survey or request was offered in the platform. The 
level of performance would be regular, having to improve his/her level of reading skills, time schedules as well as the 
understanding of requirements of the assignments. In terms of strength, the domain of some technological tools used in the 
educational platform is revealed.  
# 2 Regular to modest participation in discussion groups with just the minimum amount of messages requested. Arguments without 
the right cite of bibliographic resources according to the APA style. Claims been attack by other peers in discussion groups, 
avoids confrontation and debating with others openly. Answers surveys but avoids submitting messages on requests offered in 
the platform. The level of performance is regular, with a need to read more literature as well as to structure and fundament 
arguments in order the discus on online forums. Furthermore, there is a need to schedule time limits as well as to understand 
and apply ethics’ in the research products offered. In terms of strength, there isn’t any reviled, at the time. 
# 3 Active to regular participation in discussion groups showing an interest in the course and his/her learning process. Hard time 
recognizing mistakes, strong remarks would be made toward other peers arguing misinterpretations of instructions and 
guidelines of the course. Demands in private emails, to the tutor, attention to previous perceptions of different situations 
regarding grades and replies received by peers. Answers surveys but avoids conflict openly in the platform. In terms of areas to 
improve the need of understanding methodological structures in the research process are required as well as the skills in written 
communication and collaborative work. In terms of strengths there is a high level of dedication, effort and self-learning 
capacities revealed along the course.  
# 4 Active and constant participation in discussion groups, submits assignments in the early date time periods. Replies and 
arguments were submitted with a high level of criticism making accurate, but in some cases, cynical remarks to other peers. 
Demands in private emails, to the tutor, equality in grading others claiming past situations from other courses in the doctoral 
program. Answers surveys and confronts other peers openly in the platform. There is a need to learn to deal with problematic 
situations with others, without losing his/her temper. The level of performance is excellent; however he/she must learn to cope 
with peers and increase his/her level of collaborative team work. In terms of strengths there is a capacity of self-learning skills, 
dedication and time table with the learning process.   
# 5 Regular participation in discussion groups with just the minimum amount of messages requested. The structures of the 
messages were correct, including the references of authors; all of the interventions were posted after four out of seven 
participants had already posted theirs in all the discussion groups. The doctoral student avoids confrontation and debates that 
might require attending the platform having to dedicate more time in the interactions. Answers surveys and submits 
commentaries without point out negative remarks towards other peers. With a regular performance, the doctoral student should 
increase the reading of literature as well as the structure and use of arguments with references of authors following this with a 
strict ethical performance, avoiding copy-paste of texts from internet and written material. In terms of strengths, there isn’t any 
reviled, at the time.  
# 6 Active and regular participation in discussion groups, submits assignments in the early date time period. However, the replies in 
forums are of low quality showing a lack of interest with the correct argumentation including authors to back the opinions 
expressed. The doctoral student replies with arguments when the qualities of the interventions are questioned. There are 
demands in private emails, to the tutor, requiring attention and guidance towards the quality of the interventions in a constant 
and repeatedly manner. Answers surveys and submits commentaries to other peers. Confronts and participates in debates with a 
regular performance. However, the doctoral student must increase the level of self-studying techniques, use of time and ethical 
standard within research protocol to increase the quality of interventions and products released for evaluation. In terms of 
strengths, there isn’t any reviled, at the time. 
# 7 Active and responsible participation in discussion groups, the qualities of the interventions are high in terms of expressing 
relevant concepts, ideas and arguments. Hard time recognizing mistakes and claims to be attack by other peers when questioned 
about the ideas or arguments expressed in discussion forums. Replies are direct with a high level of criticism and cynical 
remarks, as well as a high level of critical thinking and accurate points of view. Answers surveys and submit commentaries in 
requested forums in platform. With a good performance, the doctoral student should reevaluate the structure of the research 
process, as well as skills in written communication and time schedule to avoid rushing interactions and products for evaluation. 
In terms of strengths, there is a high level of self-learning skills and effort in the learning process. 
Doctoral 
Student 





Even though the responsibilities and ethical standards are revealed at the beginning of all the courses, it is relevant to applied 
sanctions when an ethical conducts is detected such as plagiarism, past due deliver of assignments as well as a not cordial and 
respectful communications in forums and chats. It is believe that applying the following actions, the standards expected to been 
followed by the doctoral students would give a structure to increase and develop a good to excellent level of connectedness and 
classroom community, increasing the learning levels of the doctoral students. However, when there is no code of ethical 
procedure the risks are high in terms of misconduct and unethical behaviour jeopardizing the image of all the doctoral students 
as well as the academic staff that runs and teaches in this doctoral educational program.  
       Note: Data obtained from the interview to a tutor from the educational program conduct via email.  
2.3 Reflections of the results 
 
According to the data obtained in the qualitative section, even though there is no significant difference between 
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genders in terms of the community scale; there is a relevant and significant difference in relation to the level of 
connectedness translating this feeling in a perspective of the doctoral student’s stating the lack of confidence and 
support by peers. In that sense, there is a relation with the profile of the doctoral students displayed in Table 1 and 
the tracking of their performance including the grade obtained by each in Table 2.  
Taking as an example one of the seven discussion forums tutored by each doctoral student, the number of 
entrance to this particular forum is quite relevant, 5 to 1, taking into consideration both extremes. In this sense, the 
final grade obtained by the doctoral students is accurate in relation with the profile and development of their 
academic performance and on the other hand, by the number of entrees in total to the platform, per week and during 
the discussion group no. 3.  
Besides this, in an internal perspective from the doctoral students, data from Graphics 1, 2 & 3, the level of 
classroom community is a little bit higher for the female’s participants without being quite relevant. In terms of the 
level of connectedness, again in the female’s participants score a total of 17.5 pts vs. 15 pts from the male. Even 
thought, these differences were not significant to over change the results in the instrument as a hole, only in the 
learning scale score males showed 27 pts. Vs. 26.2 pts. in the females participants. These results are not relevant, 
especially if we take into consideration the sample of seven participants.  
Even though the learning objectives of the course were achieved, the level of classroom community according to 
the qualitative phase was poor having a significant level of dislikes and division between the group, with 2 members 
being cast out from the rest of the group, having a higher level of achievement in grades and performances as well as 
significant quality in their assignments. This data could be obtained between lines in the email and video-
conferences between the doctoral students and the tutor of the course.   
On the other hand, taking into consideration the views of the tutor interviewed, there is a relevant need to 3create 
and apply an ethical code of conduct within the program to avoid any misconduct and unethical behavior. When an 
event occurs, that might be considered out of the ordinary in terms of ethical conduct and practices, and there is no 
code to backup actions that the tutor might considered to apply, the development of the student will probably be 
jeopardize in terms of the rightness of their own educational process. Furthermore, the program itself could also be 
diminishing in terms of the Excellency that all the doctoral students should accomplish.  
The level of requirements and exigency are not decreased by the tutors, even though some doctoral students 
might struggle during their learning process. However, the effects that this struggle could have in terms of stress, 
irritability and conflict with peers have to address and solve in order to increase the level of connectedness and 
classroom community in terms of a united group of scholars’ within their own learning and development of 
becoming successful doctoral educational academics with a PhD degree.  
Taking this into consideration, the skills and master of expertise should increase along their own formation in 
terms of written skills within the research of academic documents, papers and products with an ethical use of 
authors within their arguments in written and digital forms. In this sense, the ethical profile of all the doctoral 
students should always be kept in mind not only in each student but also with the academic staff involved in the 
educational program.  
The level of commitment, self-discipline and motivation should increase as the doctoral students’ progress with 
in the educational program. As a result of this, the level of quality of his/her performance should reflect this level of 
maturity as a PhD scholar.   
3 Conclusions 
The level of classroom community is a concept that should be taken into consideration by professors of 
postgraduate courses as well as administrative staff when they pretend to offer a high quality program. According to 
experts in the field, there are several reasons and elements that might have a direct influence in the levels of 
connectedness as well as in the learning process, having a low level of community connectedness and integration 
with the others provoke a high level of stress.  
This only factor has multiple impacts and implications when there are external and internal factors that could be 
modified by the academic and administrative staff, by applying specific strategies and warm-up activities y 
dynamics with the doctoral students to improve the level of communication and integration as a group. Perhaps 
more collaborative activities with specific instructions and phases of achievements, as well as a high grade to be 
given in correlation with presented rubrics of values in form and concepts, might improve the collaborative work 
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with others. Never the less, the doctoral students must keeping in mind the need of overcoming personal differences 
for their own good as well as the accreditation of an assignments and/or course.  
However, when the level of maturity in the doctoral students is in question, the professor must try to guide and 
tutor the students’ performances and attitudes, when spot them out, as a barrier to others to work as a team. In this 
sense, the tutor should keep a constant supervision to those whose skills are limited or poor, according to previous 
assignments delivered past due of a low quality, according to previous standards presented to the group. The level of 
support given by the tutor should be significant in terms of provoking a change in the students’ performances and 
integration with the rest of their peers.     
When applying instruments such as the Classroom Community Scale by Alfred P. Rovai (2002), version of 20 
items, the academic and administrative staff have an opportunity to improve and exercise they leadership in order to 
increase the level of community sense, not only for the benefit of the doctoral students registered in the program, but 
also for future students who might full field the requirements of the academic institution.  
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